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A  number  of  investigators  (Mackworth,  1970;  Jerison,  1967;  Loeb 
and  Alluisi,  1970)  have  pointed  to  the  importance  of  the  non-signal 
event  rate  relative  to  vigilance  performance.  A  recent  review 
(Loeb  &  Alluisi,  1970)  concluded  that  “ .  the  event  rate  has  a  pro¬ 

portionately  greater  effect  on  detections"  than  does  the  signal  event 
rate.  Jerison  and  Stenson  (1965)  suggested  that  the  cost  of  observing 
the  more  frequently  occurring  stimuli  results  in  a  failure  or  lack  of 
efficiency  of  observation.  The  relationship  between  the  observations 
to  the  non-signal  stimuli  and  number  of  correct  detections  have  been 
inferred  from  the  responses  made  to  the  signal  events. 
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A  nu.-r.fcar  of  investigators (Xackwcrth,  1970;  Jerison, 
1967;  Lcefc  &  Alluisi,  1970)  have  pointed  to  the  importance 
of  the  non-signal  event  rate  relative  to  vigilance  per¬ 
formance.  A  recent-  review(loefc  &  Alluisi,  1970)  concluded 
that  the  event  rate  has  a  proportionately  greater 

effect  on  detections"  then  does  the  signal  event  rate. 
Jerison  &  Stenscr.(19o5)  suggested  that  the  cost  of  observing 
the  more  frequently  occurring  stimuli  results  in  a  failure 
or  lack  of  efficiency  of  observation.  The  relationship 
between  the  observations  to  the  non-signal  stimuli  and 
number  of  correct  detections  have  been  inferred  from  the 
responses  mace  to  the  signal  events. 

A  different  approach  to  studying  the  more  prevalent 
responses  occurring  in  vigilance  tasks  has  been  suggested 
by  a  number  of  investigations (V/ilkinson,  1957;  Guarlnick 
&  Harvey,  1970;  Hakashima  &  Halcomb,  1972)  which  have 
required  subjects  to  respond  to  both  signal  and  non¬ 
signal  events.  Frankmann  &  Adams (1962)  have  criticized 
the  inclusion  of  additional  responses  because  it  would 
change  the  typical  performance  found  in  vigilance  tasks, 
Mackwcrth(19o9,  1970)  also  suggested  that  overt  responding 
would  facilitate  performance  because  it  would  decrease  the 
effect  of  habituation  or  because  the  additional  required 
discrimination  would  make  the  orienting  response  stronger. 

V/ilkir. son ( 1957 ) ,  Guarlnick,  et  al.(19?0)  and  Naka'shima, 
et  al.(1972)  have  however,  demonstrated  no  difference  in 
the  number  of  correct  detections  due  to  the  additional 
response  requirement.  However,  Kakashima's,  et  al.(1972) 
investigation  demonstrated  that  subjects  responding  to 
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however  the  type  c-  response  appears  to  have  had  a 
greater  effect*  Subjects  responding  to  signals  by  raising 
their  hands  made  less  false  alarms  than  those  pressing  the 
button  to  indicate  their  responses.  Subjects  required  to 
raise  their  hands  were  often  observed  to  start  the  movement, 
hesitate  and  return  to  the  resting  position.  The  sensitivity 
of  the  button  pressing  mechanism  does  not  allow  for  such 
a  decision  change  resulting  in  this  type  oi'  response  being 
recorded  as  false  alarms. 

less  false  alarms  were  also  produced  under  eas;sr 
stimulus  conditions,  that  is  the  .3  second  stimulus 
duration  produced  less  false  alarms  than  the  .2  seconds 
group.  This  effect  was  consistent  across  all  conditions 
and  not  related  to  type  of  response.  The  effect  of  these 
variables  on  false  alarm  rate  and  not  on  correct  detections 
support  suggestions(Davies,  et  al.,  1969;  Mackwerth,  1969) 
that  false  alarm  rates  are  independent  of  number  of  correct 
detections. 


in  conclusion,  the  present  study  demonstrated  that 
the  response  factor  does  not  effect  the  correct  detection 
rate.  The  false  alarm  measure  seems  to  be  more  an  index 
of  the  conditioning  of  a  motor  response  which,  as  shown 
an  xr.e  present  stuay ,  as  greatly  effected  by  the  sensitivity 
of  the  response  measuring  apparatus.  Responding  to  both 
signal  and  non-signal  events  does  not  appear  to  change* 
she  quality  of  observing  emitted  by  subjects  responding  to 
signals  only.  As  i.lackworth(19c9)  pointed  out  the  deter¬ 
ioration  v:hlch  results  in  continuous  absconding  tasks  is 
not  due  to  responding  but  occurs  on  the  sensory  side.  One 


